An editor's work necessarily involves interpretation, and a conscientious editor not only must feel reluctance in claiming as his own an interpretation (sometimes not very obvious) that he owes to his predecessors, but at the same time must, in doubtful cases, wish for their support.
McKerrow observes that neglecting previous editors is detrimental both to the reputations of these editors and to the progress of Shakespearean scholarship. He continues: To ignore the interpretation which these earlier editors placed on the many doubtful passages of Shakespearean text would, it seems to me, not only be a wrong to the pioneers in our study, but be a material loss to ourselves.' 7 Unlike the editors which I examine in this paper, Johnson himself was very conscientious about giving credit to previous editors. He states What I have not given to another, I believed when I wrote it to be my own... if I am ever found to encroach upon the remarks of any other commentator, I am willing that the honour, be it more or less, should be transferred to the first claimant, for his right, and his alone, stands above dispute. The only statement concerning previous editors in the Arden edition occurs at the conclusion of the introduction. J. H. Walter states that 'reference in the textual footnotes to earlier editions of Shakespeare is made by citing the name of the editor.'
1 Walter then lists earlier editions to which he refers, including Johnson's, but gives no criteria for when he credits Johnson and other editors and when he chooses not to.
The evidence in the Arden edition invites the conclusion that Johnson's contribution to Shakespearean scholarship on Henry V consists of only an occasional emendation or explication. Johnson receives credit for eight textual emendations and four explanatory notes. However, upon closer examination, this edition owes more to Johnson than is acknowledged. When the two editions are compared, Johnson's influence looms silently among the textual notes. Time after time Walter and Johnson explain or define phrases using identical terms, but Johnson receives no credit for his contribution. The considerable number of similarities between Johnson's edition and the Arden edition is too substantial to be coincidental. Whether Walter was adhering to any unstated editorial principles or not, his treatment of Johnson's text contributes to the impression readers, scholars, and critics have of Johnson's edition.
To insure that this neglect of acknowledging Johnson is not an isolated case with this particular edition, an analysis of the Oxford edition confirms the general absence of credit to Johnson in twentieth-century editions. Gary Taylor cites Johnson several times in his introduction, as well as in his notes, but nevertheless there remain numerous passages with unacknowledged debts to Johnson. In a section entitled 'Editorial Procedures/ Taylor states: In the absence of even an antiquated Variorum edition of Henry V, one can hardly be positive that a particular editor was the undoubted/frsf to propose or adopt a given emendation/ While Taylor asserts that 'the attributions in this edition go some way towards correcting the inadequacy of previous accounts/ he feels that 'the accuracy of such credits (or debits) means more to the vanity of editors than to the variety of readers/ One could hardly call accurately crediting Johnson a contribution to his vanity! Taylor then continues, 'I have tried to specify my borrowings from or disagreements with more recent editors; eighteenth-and nineteenth-century contributions generally remain unidentified/ He adds: 'Modern editors sometimes credit other modern editors with discoveries that go back two hundred years, or ignore earlier scholarship completely/ He concludes with the vague statement: T have therefore occasionally provided early attributions, for these or similar reasons/ 11 While Taylor seems to recognize the problem of assigning credit to individual editors for specific passages, his edition does little to rectify the situation.
Although there are several examples from these editions ranging from condemning to forgivable, because of limited space I have selected four representative cases to examine; other examples can be found in the Appendix.
12 For Canterbury's line: 'Never came reformation in a flood,/With such a heady currance, scouring faults' (1.1.33-4), Johnson provides the following explanation: 'Alluding to the method by which Hercules cleansed the famous stables when he turned a river through them. Hercules still is in our authour's head when he mentions the Hydra.' The Arden editor comes to a strikingly similar conclusion about the meaning of this line: 'Possibly an allusion to the cleansing of the Augean stables by Hercules who diverted a river through them.' The Oxford editor has an analogous explication: 'Alluding to the cleansing of the Augean stables by Hercules, who diverted a river through them/ 13 Not only do both editors interpret the line as Johnson did, their explanations also employ several obvious verbal parallels.
In the second scene of act two, King Henry uses the phrase: 'Such, and so finely bolted, didst thou seem' (137). Johnson states that 'Boulted is the same with sifted, and has consequently the meaning of refined/ The Arden edition duplicates Johnson's interpretation: 'sifted (like flour), refined/ as does the Oxford edition with 'Sifted, refined/ but neither editor credits Johnson even though they both use his exact terms. 
